





















































た Rubin(1970) の 恋 愛 と 好 意 や Walster & 
Walster(1978)の熱愛と友愛、また、恋愛の多面性に注
























scale)と好意尺度(liking scale) や Sternberg(1986, 



























































































した（1. 付加価値 2. 必要・大切 3. 成長 4. 苦悩・複雑 
5. 衝動・一過性 6. 衝動・見失い 7. 幻想・思い込み 8. 
あこがれ 9. 相手を思うこと 10. 現実的 11. 楽しい 12. 
幸せ・安らぎ 13. 活力＆パワー・支え 14. 相互関係 




























































































(F(7,403)=8.18, p<.001; F(7,403)=8.28, p<.001; 
































和 田  1994; Kanemasa, Taniguchi, Ishimori, 
Kishimoto, & Daibo, 2001)と共通点を示すものとして
考えられる。この結果は、特定の相手に対する諸経験の
みならず、恋愛という事象自体を献身的なものとして捉え
Table 1 研究1における恋愛イメー ジ尺度の因子分析結果 
Factor1Factor2Factor3Factor4Factor5Factor6Factor7 共通性
Q 217 .804-.009 .008 -.018 -.053 -.046 .089 .678
Q 241 .764 .134 .081 -.033-.069 .012 -.133 .518
Q 218 .749-.03 .020 .014 .058 -.100 -.007 .581
Q 246 .675 .063 -.108 .075 .068 -.075 -.040 .497
Q 215 .656-.094 .006 -.014 -.039 .162 .037 .480
Q 239 .494-.109 -.093 -.020 .023 .067 .186 .333
Q 223 .030 .793 .003 .023 -.088 -.048 -.028 .516
Q 222 -.046 .762 -.085 -.018 .004 .064 .132 .665
Q 224 -.066 .699 .112 -.017 -.046 .045 -.056 .592
Q 221 .029 .578-.135 -.017 .216 .045 -.014 .410
Q 233 .043 .549 .120 .087 .102 .033 -.127 .451
Q 230 -.045 .529 .073 -.095 .102 .005 .193 .528
Q 227 -.004 -.002 .804 .058-.036 .045 -.115 .616
Q 226 -.017 .021 .619 -.010 .206 -.028 .080 .626
Q 229 -.034 .004 .590-.043-.003 -.008 .206 .484
Q 242 -.120 .086 .504 .030 .079 -.020 .015 .468
Q 236 -.093 .018 .001 .842 -.045 -.052 .074 .743
Q 243 .131 -.089 .054 .564 .023 .135 -.013 .403
Q 203 -.017 .074 -.027 .540 .063 .017 .064 .375
Q 208 .055 .082 .029 .037 .699 .070 -.070 .586
Q 225 -.032 .231 -.039 .045 .586-.084 -.013 .507
Q 204 -.085 -.012 .192 -.063 .558 .033 .048 .520
Q 247 .017 -.060 -.065 .034 .035 .792 .026 .610
Q 214 .020 .111 .041 -.012 .017 .614 -.022 .445
Q 211 -.065 .110 .089 .104 -.044 .543 .05 .533
Q 235 -.065 .061 -.005 .033-.057 .047 .665 .531
Q 205 .109 -.090 .002 .079 .006 .030 .610 .401
Q 231 .069 .280 .125 .025 .014 -.078 .450 .419
固有値 3.319 3.280 1.743 1.620 1.596 1.549 1.410 14.517




Factor3. 相互関係 -.490 .573
Factor4. 独占・束縛 -.08 .259 .359
Factor5. 成長 -.29 .549 .546 .176
Factor6. 衝動・盲目的 -.188 .360 .412 .465 .244































Table 2 研究1の恋愛イメー ジ得点の平均と標準偏差（男女別&関係別） 
恋 愛 イ メー ジ































































































各 列 に お い て 異 な る ア ル ファベ ット間 に p<.05の 有 意 差 あ り
***p<.001 ;    **p<.01;    *p<.05
恋 人
(n= 1 4 1)




































































先行研究(Collins & Reads, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 







































Table 3 研究2における恋愛イメー ジ尺度の因子分析結果 
Factor1Factor2Factor3Factor4Factor5Factor6Factor7 共通性
Q513 .829.002 .112 -.042.031 -.133-.109 .651
Q512 .825.021 -.073.077-.042 -.115-.027 .530
Q507 .677-.075-.004.095-.081 .153 -.047.584
Q510 .547.083-.055-.111 .057 .058.171 .373
Q520 .545-.030-.052-.104.178 .138.111 .522
Q518 .491-.081 .051-.009-.006 .297 -.007.537
Q508 .001.768-.051-.047.035 -.063-.024 .666
Q509 .010.732-.023.002-.097 -.064.070 .571
Q524 .048.722-.027.046-.048 .009-.047.541
Q511 -.065.691 .048-.117.194 -.122 .086 .497
Q523 .013.681 .124 .105-.118 .125 -.108 .447
Q527 .014.584-.199.228-.062 .143 .022 .514
Q516 -.047.000 .846 .041.017 -.048-.028 .644
Q525 -.030-.064 .722 .118-.015 -.015.033 .602
Q517 -.012.017 .670-.204.126 .192-.035.571
Q515 .185-.066 .668 .060-.118 -.002.014 .676
Q522 .002-.031 .059.637.334 -.096-.029 .597
Q526 -.135.146 -.004.632.073 .169.003 .461
Q501 .103.023 .013.533.158 -.024.045 .395
Q506 .091.010 .076.161 .579-.087.064 .482
Q528 -.089-.032 -.110.216.543.101-.008.371
Q505 .128-.070 .053.286.517 .009-.034.542
Q519 .093.034 .243-.092.049 .540 .024 .514
Q503 -.067-.003-.047.103-.064 .537 .073 .269
Q521 .242 .001 -.030.053.203 .49 -.056.462
Q504 .074.004 .005-.013.055 .066.829 .793
Q502 .062-.200 .282 .198-.132 .006 .370 .565
Q514 .474.033 .178-.017-.04 -.060.311 .560
固有値 3.5083.4342.5111.6861.403 1.3281.06714.937





Factor4. 独占・束縛 .210 -.089.149
Factor5. 衝動・盲目的 .384-.163.257 .199
Factor6. 献身的 .420-.112 .313 .152 .282

























































た。これらは、先行研究(金政ら, 2001; Kanemasa et al., 





































Figure 1 恋愛イメー ジ尺度から得られた２つの判別関
数における各愛着スタイル群の重点のプロット (N=454)

















ためのアダルト・アタッチメント尺度(Hazan & Shaver, 
1987)は、4年以上の期間にわたって、かなりの安定性が
あることがこれまでの研究(Brennan & Shaver, 1995; 
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The images of love:  
Intimate opposite-sex relationship and adult attachment style 
 
Yuji KANEMASA（Graduate School of Human Sciences, Osaka University） 
 
   Several studies were conducted to examine the relationships between the images of love considered as 
expectations or attitudes toward love and subjects’ intimate opposite-sex relationship and adult attachment style. 
For developing Love Image Scale, items were selected from answers to an open-ended question and results of 
brainstorming. After that, two researches were conducted. Subjects were 449 students in Study 1 and 460 students 
in Study 2. Factor analysis in Study 1 revealed seven factors (28 items) underlying the images of love, and the 
reliability of the Love Image Scale was almost confirmed in Study 2. In Study 1, the images of love were found to be 
related to subjects’ gender and intimate opposite-sex relationship; females tended to think of love as “growing” more 
than males, and males were more likely to have “devoted” image on love than females, and also, subjects who were 
currently involved in an dating relationship had relatively positive images on love. Study 2 examined the 
relationships between the images of love and attachment styles. Discriminant analysis revealed two discriminant 
functions clearly distinguished three attachment styles, and, in addition, they could be interpreted as attachment 
dimensions (“comfort with closeness” and “anxiety over relationship”). These results were discussed in terms of the 
continuity of the images of love and validity of the Love Image Scale. 
 
Key words: images of love, intimate relationship with opposite sex, adult attachment styles, gender, prototypical 
approach. 
 
 
